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In the field of the social sciences there has been approximately as much investigation into the cause of crime as there has been, in the biological sciences, research into the etiology of cancer. In the one case crime may be broadly regarded as a malignant growth in a social body-anti-social behavior. In the other, cancer is a malignant growth in an organic bodyanti-organic behavior. In the search for the causes of either, in order to facilitate control, prevention and eradication, both environmental and hereditary factors have been exhaustively studied. The parallel of course is far from perfect. No clear-cut answer to the question of etiology in either case can be given at the present time. Lacking such a complete answer, known facts must be examined, to understand either condition, and to guide us in our understanding of either problem.
As the physician will not have marked success in the control of cancer without greater understanding of its causes, so there seems to be general agreement among sociologists and criminologists that there can be no appreciably effective control of crime without greater knowledge of its etiology. The research of the past twenty years, in the United States and abroad, has been concerned with efforts along many lines to ascertain more dearly the causes of crime and the delineation of the criminal. European investigations have more generally been concerned with physical, biological and psychiatric factors; American research, for reasons that do not need to be elaborated here, has dealt primarily with the psychological and sociological parts of the picture. Each group has contributed facts to the mounting body of knowledge of the etiology of crime. Sutherland 3 groups the various theories of crime as follows: (a) biological, (b) personality, (c) primary social groups, (d) broader social processes. From the many theories expounded and the facts presented it has been inevitable that confusion should still exist, for, as Draper' has pointed out, "The causes of crime in general are extremely complex and multiple. No single cause has been scientifically determined as the responsible agent for criminality."
Perhaps because the biological factors in the etiology of crime have received comparatively little attention in this country, the recent contribution of Hooton5, on the role of the physical make-up in etiology of crime, has re-ceived extraordinary attention and criticism. Hooton's thesis, briefly stated, is that there is a physical basis for criminal behavior, whatever other factors play a role. He carefully delineated the scope of his investigation of 14,477 criminals, county jail inhabitants, and deliquents (as compared with 3,203 non-criminal controls) when he said in his summary volume of Lowell Institute Lectures 6 :
It is no part of this research to examine the extent to which the criminal's behavior is determined by his mental deficiency or sufficiency, or by the state of his mental health. Nor is it incumbent upon us to ascertain to what precise degree the career of the delinquent is an effect of his social environment. Our task is to study the physical characteristics of criminals for the purpose of discovering whether or not these are related to antisocial conduct.
Aside from whatever crijicisms that may be made of Hooton's methodology and of his interpretation of his results, there should be no criticism of this approach. Man, criminal or non-criminal, is an organic being, born with a more or less immutable organic structure, functioning within the limits of his genetic structure under the influence of his environment. As Hooton intimates, others have chosen to explain crime in terms of intelligence, mental deficiency, psychiatric states, and many psycho-social conditions. Hooton chooses to test the validity of the thesis that the physical structure of the individual is likewise a contributory factor. Hooton is well aware of the fact that he is walking on ground unpopular among students of crime. He says in this connection': Distrust of anatomical guides through the maze of human conduct has resulted in a flat denial of the relationship of the body to the mind and to behavior, loudly voiced by bigoted social scientists and feebly echoed by timorous students of human biology.
A finger here is put on a vital spot in our body of scientific knowledge, both sociological and biological: is there any relationship between morphology and function? Hooton's work can be understood only in the light of the understanding of this larger problem.
As we have pointed out, a vast amount of work has been done in investigating the relations between man's constitution and his behavior. The idea is ancient. Aristotle hypothecated a relationship between form and behavior. Celsus, 2000 years ago, claimed a relationship between constitution and function. Polemonis in the third century A.D., Adamantius a century later, Avicenna in the eleventh century, and Giambattista della Porta in the sixteenth century, claimed that similar correlations exist. Walkington in 1663 correlated constitution with psychiatric disturbances; John Hunter, recognizing the complex nature of constitution, studied its relationship in disease in fairly scientific fashion in the eight- Gall and Spurzheim, 9 at the end of the eighteenth and in the early part of the nineteenth centuries published their work on phrenology, which has since been so discredited that" constitutional studies have not yet recovered from the disrepute reflected from the overenthusiasm of the phrenologists. Yet there are in Spurzheim's work observations which are in accordance with present-day scientific knowledge.
It was in this setting, about forty years after Gall and Spurzheim, that C6sare Lombroso published his famous book, "L'Uomo Deliquente"' 0 . Its contents, as well as the dicta later propounded by Lombroso and his followers, Garofalo, Ferri, and others, are too well known among criminologists to need restating. As Ross" has pointed out, Lombroso "had poor and scanty data and preceded the development of modern statistics." Hooton" 2 says of Lombroso's work: crania of civilians of the same ethnic and racial origin, will provide the only solution of the problem. Not agreeing with Lombroso's untenable conclusions as to atavistic and degenerative traits, Hooton does caution against drawing the conclusion that all of Lombroso's results are erroneous.
The tide had turned. The philosophical observations of early writers, the inadequate data of the earliest scientists, the overdrawn conclusions of the phrenologists, the fairly obvious loop holes in many of Lombroso's arguments, led to a mounting distrust of the constitutional approach, in the light of the newer science. Dr. Charles Goring set out avowedly to disprove Lombroso's thesis, and his book, "The English Convict"", published in 1913, is widely accepted as having accomplished this purpose. But Goring, too, had inadequate control data, in addition to a strong and open antagonism to the Lombrosian doctrine, and his conclusions must likewise be accepted with reserve. In spite of Goring's bias, his inadequate controls, and his questionable statistical manipulations, it is important to note that he says "there is no such thing as an anthropological criminal type", but 14 despite this negation and upon the evidence of our statistics, it appears to be an equally indisputable fact that there is a physical, mental, and moral type of person who tends to be convicted of crime ... There would be little excuse for surveying these points in this fashion were it not for parallels occurring in other branches of science. The constitutional problem is not one which applies only to crime, but also to physiology, disease, and psychological behavior. The challenge of the problem appealed to workers in many fields. Beginnings of anthropometry appeared with Elsholzius in 1654 and Quetelet in 1871. Soon statistical procedures were to be elaborated to serve as precise instruments for the evaluation of scientific data.
The Nineteenth Century was a period of emerging science, amid vast confusion. The researches of Robert Koch, Louis Pasteur, and many others in the biological field, served to emphasize the environmental factors in human medical behavior. Advances in psychological and sociological research methodology tended to heighten this effect with regard to other forms of human behavior. In the field of medicine, for example, the main emphasis in research came to be on the role of environmental factors, with respect to infectious and other diseases.
Only in isolated areas did the constitutionalists survive the period of environmental enthusiasm. The Italian school, of di Giovanni, Pende, Viola, Naccarati; the German school, of Martius, Tandler, Bauer, Beneke; the French group, of de Troisv~vre, Rostan, Sigaud, MacAuliffe, and Tho6ris;-these, and others, did for medicine and biology what a few had begun in other -o Cabot, P. S. de Q.: The Relationships Between Characteristics of Personality and Phyhe finds clearly distinguishable differences between his various offense groups. He finds, for example, that tall thin men tend to murder and rob; tall heavy men tend to kill, to forge, to defraud; small thin men tend to steal and to burglarize; short heavy men show a tendency toward assault, rape, and sex crimes; and mediocre men tend to break the law without obvious discrimination or preference. Note well the word "tend." Here is no valid diagnostic criterion, used by itself, for an individual case. Much as a physician employs many factors such as age, occupation, disease record, body build, etc., as aids in diagnosis, Hooton suggests that a physical evaluation may aid in the study of the criminal and the causes of crime.
These comparatively sound conclusions of Hooton's are to be sharply differentiated from much of the rest of his work. Throughout much of it recur references to "biological inferiority," which relatively unsubstantiated conclusions serve Hooton as the basis for his eugenical program. These two parts of his work are irretrievably intermingled. This has resulted in criticisms directed primarily toward the latter aspect of his work being carried over to all of it, probably without justice. Further, in evaluating Hooton's sique in Adolescents, Genetic Psychology Monographs, vol. 20, no. 1 (Feb.) work, it must be remembered that he was a Classical scholar before undertaking his serious scientific studies.
The most serious objections to Hooton's conclusions have been concerned with his position with regard to the suspected "biological inferiority" of the criminals studied. Reuter 34 states that Hooton's "general theoretical position is an extreme biological determinism," and states further that Hooton "is not clear, or at least not articulate, as to whether he considers race to be a biological reality or a statistical construct." Reuter "likes Mr. Hooton's book" but (9considers it the funniest academic performance that has appeared since the invention of movable type." Unfortunately Reuter's justifiable criticisms of Hooton's book are weakened by an apparent failure to understand the larger implications of the work.
Merton and Ashley-Montagu 5 have focussed their criticism largely on Hooton's same position with regard to biological inferiority. They point out that "two distinct interpretative tendencies run through the work: one, a cautious and admirably restrained effort to assay the significance of biological factors in the determination of the incidence of criminal behavior; the other, a pugnacious and flamboyant insistence on the biological determination of crime." Tilting at the latter half of Hooton's unbalanced armor, Merton and Ashley-Montagu do not find a clear definition of "organic inferiority," then consider possible meanings of the term, Less serious than these objections are others made by all critics of Hooton's reports on his criminological studies.
As Ross" 7 states, Hooton appears to have the mistaken idea that all data gathered in any fashion in jails, penitentiaries, etc., are "sample" data in the sense that they represent the universe of the criminal. He makes brave and convincing defense of his materials and acknowledges certain flaws, even going so far as to correct some deficiencies. But in the light of presentday knowledge of sampling methods his data appear to be open at points to specific challenge.
The objections raised may be summarized: (1) Hooton did not take nonphysical factors into account sufflici- thropologist, n.s. vol. 42, 384-408, 1940. 36 Hooton, E. A.: The American Criminal, op.
cit., p. 300. 37 Ross, F. A., op. cit.
ently; (2) his assumption that incarcerated criminals are representative of all criminals is untenable; (3) his controls were inadequate; and (4) some of his statistics are open to challenge. Concerning the first of these objections, it has already been pointed out that Hooton deliberately chose not to study the non-physical basis of crime, leaving that aspect to the sociologists and criminologists.
Concerning the second, there is some evidence 3 8 that prison samples are not characteristic of all criminals, but this is a practical problem hard to overcome when one wishes to study a group of criminals, and, lacking the perfect group to be studied, it may not be unwarranted to accept tentatively the representativeness of the prison group. The fourth objection is the weakest, for careful study fails to reveal serious misuse of statistical techniques, though one may sometimes question the interpretations.
In considering the third major objection to the validity of Hooton's findings, the inadequacy of his controls, probably too much attention has been paid to the 146 Nashville firemen, and not enough to the fact that a total of 3,203 noncriminals were employed in the analysis. "In Massachusetts and in Colorado criminal insane were matched with a series of civil insane, and a similar procedure was followed in the case of criminal insane Negroes in North Carolina."
39 Certainly the controls are far from perfect, as Hooton readily admits. Hooton claims to have made due stat- istical allowance for the inadequacies. Pending the completion of publication of his material and a careful analysis of all the data, it does not seem warranted on the basis of this fault to throw out entirely such conclusions as "eight of ten offense groups of criminals are anthropometrically distinct each from the total series," or "eight of eleven occupational groups give clear indication of being anthropometrically distinct from the total series of which they form a part. ' '40 Making due allowances, therefore, for such relatively minor faults in Hooton's argument, it still may be conservatively stated that physical (anthropometric) differences have been demonstrated, between criminals and non-criminals, but especially among offense groups. If this position is tenable-and it seems to be, on the evidence now available-there should be no cause for concern, but rather cause for quickened interest, to follow down a lead offering greater or less promise of solving the complex cause of crime. If, as Hooton finds, criminals are distinguished by low and sloping foreheads, small brain cases, small heads, straight hair, narrow jaws, long necks, and so on, it follows that further research is needed to fit these disjointed observations into a pattern. It must also be realized that' Hooton does not stand alone, in finding significant physical differences among criminals.
Langfeldt," studying thieves, burglars and other criminals comprehensively, from morphological and psychological, but chiefly sociological standpoints, finds leptosomes and schizothymes to be the commonest of the physical and psychological types among criminals, and quotes other investigators to the same effect. licka 5 0 in 1897-1899 measured 1000 inmates of the New York Juvenile Asylum, found 77 of these "criminal or vicious," and stated that the transgressors could not be physically separated from the rest of the children in the institution, and "in all probability" also from children of similar social classes outside. Hrdlicka does admit 5 '
. . . that there are recognizable anthropometric differences between the averages of the main criminal groupsthe brutal killers, the highway robbers will in the average differ from thieves or forgers, etc. But such differences are neither sufficiently characteristic nor universal. From the scientific point of view, it must be acknowledged that there is not a single physical sign, nor a collection of such signs, which would permit the diagnosis of anyone as a prospective criminal before he had committed a crime.
With this position Hooton probably would be in general agreement. But unwarranted would seem to be such a further statement of Hrdlicka's: -2
Crime is not physical; it is mental. It is not due to disorders or abnormalities of the body, but partly to acquired antisocial habits, partly to brain, nervous system, and the internal glandular disorders. The criminal "facies," of whatever sort, is not inborn, but acquired through the criminality and the reactions of the criminal with other people. Apart from the inferred inconsistency that there is no relation between the physical make-up and the brain, the nervous system, and the endocrime glands, the chief criticism to be made of such a statement is that Hrdlicka denies in toto the role of the physical in crime. The truth is probably somewhere close to both Hooton's and Hrdlicka's positions; for Hooton does not claim more than that the physical make-up is one factor in the etiology of crime, and further research may show its role to be a minor one compared with other complex factors now largely studied by criminologists.
Criminological research today can be understood only in the perspective of knowledge of man as an organic whole, certainly not forgetting his physical make-up. Sands 3 states that Today the human being is regarded as a total personality, as a behavior organism in which every part of his constitution participates in his reaction to situations. All observers now realize the importance of regarding the human being as a whole. Cantor,5' in an exhaustive survey of recent tendencies in criminological research, makes some highly pertinent interpretations:
... the student acquainted with the 
